Introduction
The World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) has always been recognized as important international economic institution for the global governance of intellectual property (IP) law. Moreover, its role in promoting, facilitating and supporting national, regional and local governance of IP law worldwide has long been uncontested. However, ever since the late 1980s, fundamental transformations in the IP landscape have challenged the established position of WIPO in global IP governance. First, increasing perceptions of the interconnectedness of IP issues with larger global development issues have required substantial adaptations in WIPO's policy formulations. Second, fragmentation and horizontal forum-shifting of IP issues from WIPO to both complementary and competing international institutions, such as the World Trade Organization (WTO), have challenged the uncontested role of WIPO in global IP governance. Likewise, vertical forum-shifting from multilateral to bilateral law-making has necessitated strategic adaptations on the part of WIPO. And third, the rise of private regulation in IP law as well as new soft law regulatory approaches have pressurized WIPO into redefining its own position towards public actors, private actors and civil society.
In the light of these transformations, the following paper introduces, discusses and evaluates the mission, role and activities of WIPO as international economic institution for the global governance of intellectual property. It discusses, first, the larger public-private web of global IP governance in which WIPO operates. It then introduces in detail WIPO as international economic institution for IP governance. This introduction is followed by a discussion of WIPO's mission and strategic goals as well as an overview of its core activities. The final conclusions evaluate WIPO's current positioning and provide recommendations for WIPO's further establishment in the publicprivate web of global IP governance.
The Public-Private Web of Global Intellectual Property Governance
With WIPO having been one of the first international institutions for the global governance of IP law in the 20 th century, its position has dramatically changed at the beginning of the 21 st century. At the time of writing, WIPO constitutes merely one of a multiplicity of actors, organizations and institutions that claim their role and share in the public-private web of global IP governance. Its having been embedded into a system of global governance corresponds to the tremendous rise in academic governance literature and increasingly so in literature revolving around the global governance of IP law.
1 This rising focus on governance reflects the fading trust in traditional modes of regulation and the Westphalian system in capturing and controlling current dimensions of global IP protection. 2 These developments warrant a closer look at and discussion of the transformations of global IP governance and the factors that have driven such transformation. Thus, the following section introduces and discusses the growing interconnectedness of IP law with related policy issues which is herein termed "IP and …"-approach, horizontal and vertical forum-shifting and novel regulatory modes.
2.1
The "IP and …"-Approach
One of the driving factors for changes in the global IP governance structure were both the growing realities of and increasing perceptions about the interrelationship of IP issues with larger global policy issues related to, inter alia, civil society, development, human rights, biodiversity and the environment. 3 While IP law and its realities had long been regarded a highly technical legal field, it is in particular the adoption of the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS Agreement) 4 which has brought the interconnectedness of IP to the forefront of attention.
Prior to the realities of the TRIPS Agreement 5 itself, it has primarily been the US Trade Act 6 which has exposed the linkage between IP and trade. Subsequent to the TRIPS Agreement 7 however, the trade-relatedness of IPRs has become widely acknowledged. 8 As a result of the effects of the TRIPS Agreement on national policy space, 9 the perceptions about the trade-relatedness of IPRs have been closely followed by perceptions about the impact of IP protection on development. 10 In particular, the impact of IP protection on public health was the subject of intense debate and eventually pressures for policy adaptations through, for instance, the Doha Declaration. 11 In recent years, further public interests have come to feature prominently in the IP debate -amongst them IP and human rights and IP and the environment. 12 In consequence, the changing face of the global IP debate in recent years is herewith characterized as having led to an "IP and …"-approach to IP policy debates and formations.
Moreover, recent years have seen a growing infiltration of economic analysis into IP policy discussions. 13 Having arisen out of re-conceptualizing IP law as complementary to competition law and thereby approximating IP analyses with the more economic approach in competition law, a more economic approach to IP law in itself is on the rise.
14 The economic analysis of IP law is focusing on almost all aspects of IPRs. 15 However, particular emphasis is placed on the interrelationship of patents and innovation and patents and technology. 16 This growing emphasis on economic perspectives on IP protection testifies to an increasing instrumental and functional use of IP law for the promotion of domestic innovation capacities and economic development goals. 17 Yet, critical voices have also 
Proliferation of Governing Bodies
The entry of new actors and new governing institutions into international IP law has led to both a proliferation of governing bodies in the sense of horizontal forum-shifting and to vertical forumshifting for IP policy issues. The fragmentation of IP law-making and its enforcement in the international realm is thereby one of the most striking features of global IP law in the 21 st century. First, fragmentation and horizontal forum-shifting of IP issues from WIPO to both complementary and competing international institutions, such as the WTO, have challenged the uncontested role of WIPO in global IP governance. 19 The very beginnings of transnational IP governance were marked by a very limited number of fora with the foundation of WIPO in 1967 signalling the concentration of IP governance and standard-setting in one specialized agency of the United Nations (UN). In 1994, however, the TRIPS Agreement 20 formally brought IP rules into the WTO framework and opened the floodgates for numerous novel IP policymaking initiatives and thereby institutional competition. 21 Organizations -such as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), 22 the World Health Organization (WHO), 23 the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), 24 and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) 25 -started to integrate questions of IP protection into their agendas. Helfer conceptualizes these new forms of IP law-making as having focused on four different international regimes: "biodiversity, plant genetic resources for food and agriculture (PGRs), public health, and human rights." 26 Yet, the multiplication of IP sources, fora, and processes has stretched far beyond those four substantive regimes and has led to the integration of countless policy dimensions and institutions into IP policymaking. 27 This proliferation of international fora for the governance of IP law has been termed horizontal forum-shifting -a process which is rightly so, however, still seen to be "under construction." 28 Second, and quite distinct from horizontal forum-shifting, vertical forum-shifting from multilateral to bilateral and individual law-making has necessitated strategic adaptations on the part of WIPO. Vertical forum-shifting is taken to denote a top-down shifting in IP norm-setting, rule-making, implementation and enforcement. 29 32 On a global scale, Figure 1 graphically depicts this trend towards bilateral treaty-making as opposed to more traditional modes of multilateral and regional treaty-making. The second dimension of vertical forum-shifting denotes a trend towards law-making amongst a small group of like-minded countries. A most recent example of this second dimension is provided by the negotiations towards the AntiCounterfeiting Trade Agreement (ACTA). 33 A third dimension of vertical forum-shifting is the intensifying of trans-pacific partnership (TPP) negotiations as reflected in a number of TRIPS-plus initiatives. 34 And a fourth dimension of vertical forum-shifting arises out of the increasing tendency to enforce IP interests at the lowest regional level through direct contact with stakeholders, governments and sub-state actors. 35 This latter dimension of vertical forum-shifting constitutes a first expression of the rising power of private parties in determining the shape of global IP law and policy. 1 9 5 1 1 9 5 4 1 9 5 7 1 9 6 0 1 9 6 3 1 9 6 6 1 9 6 9 1 9 7 2 1 9 7 5 1 9 7 8 1 9 8 1 1 9 8 4 1 9 8 7 1 9 9 0 1 9 9 3 1 9 9 6 1 9 9 9 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 5 2 0 0 8 It follows from this proliferation of fora and the attendant forum-shifting that new levels of IP politics have assumed greater importance in recent years. These new levels are not only threatening the role of established governing bodies but also the global acquis on the normative underpinnings of the IP law regime that had found expression in the IP policies of more traditional bodies of global IP governance.
Novel Regulatory Modes
Not only the actors and institutions in global IP governance have changed. It is also the regulatory modes that have undergone substantial transformation. On the one hand, particular emphasis shall herein be placed on the changing nature of IP law through the rise of soft law initiatives. On the other hand, particular emphasis shall be placed on the changing sources of regulation -especially the rise of private regulatory approaches in the form of self-and co-regulation. First, soft law is defined as referring to "non-legally binding instruments, such as guidelines, standards, criteria, code of practice, resolutions, decisions, and principles or declarations." 37 In global IP governance, reliance on soft law has grown tremendously in comparison to treaty-making whose lengthy procedures appear to be less adapted to the rapidly changing and technologically driven area of IP law. Examples of such soft law reliance are both the Joint Recommendation Concerning Provisions on the Protection of Well-Known Marks 38 and the Recommended Standards for Industrial Property. 39 The rationale of such swiftly enacted soft laws lies in their immediate reaction to new economic and technological developments. 40 Their theoretical justification as suggested by constructivists lies in the capacity of soft laws to define shared norms and a sense of commonality without being endangered by the threat of potential litigation. 41 However, the disadvantage of this transformation of the nature of IP protection lies not only in the danger of solidification of such soft laws and the rising inconsistencies between hard and soft laws but in the fact that developing countries, whose traditional focus has been on treaty-making, have not fully grasped the implications of a greater reliance on soft-law thereby tipping the IP-balance in favour of industrialized nations. 42 Second, the rise of private regulation in IP law has pressurized WIPO into redefining its own position towards public actors, private actors and civil society. In a comparative institutional analysis, the institutional frameworks involved in governing IPRs, essential complementarities between public and private institutions have long been recognized. 43 Thus, it was shown that reliance on interindividual governance structures (IGS) can lead to efficient cost-shifting towards private agents for regime governance. 44 However, recent years have seen an entirely new dimension of private regulation in global IP law which not only refers to regime governance but to the law-making entities themselves. Essentially, various dimensions of privatization -that is the rise of private commercial actors, the rise of private rule-making, and reduction of state involvement in the enforcement of private law -are identifiable in IP law and policy. A first example of private ordering is the creation of norms by information intermediaries, such as Internet service providers (ISP) in response to allegations of copyright infringement by their subscribers. 45 A second example is the evolution of digital rights management (DRM) norms through copyright owners for the prevention of user activities that are, however, authorized by copyright law. Yet another well-known example of an extensively permissive, and consequently widely hailed, model of private governance of online content constitutes the governance of the Apple Computer's iTunes Music Store. 46 A third example is set by the regulation of collective rights management organizations in Norway. Both TONO as Norway's Performing Rights Society for authors and composers of musical works 47 and Kopinor as collecting society for books, newspaper, and comparable publications 48 are owned and governed by its members as opposed to being under governmental supervision. 49 The rise of private actors in lawmaking and regulation is by no means confined to the realms of IP law. It is traceable in a variety of legal areas, such as food safety regulation. 50 However, what all of these areas of law have in common is as of yet a certain insecurity of how to theoretically and practically deal with the rise of private power.
In consequence, this discussion of novel regulatory modes has shown both a trend towards soft law initiatives and a trend towards private regulation. Both of these trends have major implications for an institution -such as WIPO -that has traditionally relied on classical modes and sources of international law-making.
WIPO as International Economic Institution
Against the above-discussed background of transformations and the emerging public-private web of global IP governance, the following section introduces WIPO as international economic institution. It focuses, in particular, on the history, establishment and evolution of WIPO, relevant facts and figures and WIPO's institutional structure.
History, Establishment and Evolution
The history, establishment and evolution of WIPO show its changing rationale, nature and role in global IP governance. Created originally and primarily for norm administration, it has gradually expanded its global ambit as specialized agency of the UN towards a service-oriented global player in 44 Brousseau/Bessy, Public and private institutions in the governance of intellectual property rights, in: Andersen (ed. 54 Having originally been based in Berne, its offices were moved to Geneva in 1960 for closer proximity with the UN and further international organizations. This moving to Geneva indicated the beginning of the changing role of the institution from pure norm administration to a more sophisticated governing body in international IP norm creation and administration.
In 1967, the international consensus about the need for a more pronounced and advanced institution of global IP governance translated into the Convention Establishing the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO Convention). 55 On April 26, 1970 , WIPO was established in Geneva and has ever since governed global IP law. The extended mission of WIPO to contribute to a better understanding and cooperation among States, to encourage creative activity and to promote IP protection reflects the changing rationale of the institution. 56 The convention clearly reflects a stateoriented approach to international policymaking in the Westphalian tradition that disregards at that time further and today firmly established economic agents in global IP governance.
In 1974, the Agreement between the United Nations and the World Intellectual Property Organization 57 made it one of the now 17 specialized agencies of the UN. Article 1 of said agreement entrusted WIPO with the responsibility to take "appropriate action in accordance with its basic instruments, treaties and agreements administered by it." Such appropriate action should be designed "inter alia, for promoting creative intellectual activity and for facilitating the transfer of technology related to industrial property to the developing countries in order to accelerate economic, social and cultural development." 58 In thus being entrusted as a specialized agency, WIPO has assumed responsibilities in all areas of IP law ranging from industrial property, copyright and related rights to issues of traditional knowledge and traditional cultural expressions. 59 The closer attachment of the institution to the UN again shows the then prominent role ascribed to the UN and its agencies in governing policy issues of global relevance with and amongst states.
In consequence, the history of WIPO demonstrates its evolution from an institution of norm administration towards a member-state-oriented international economic institution for global IP governance in the Westphalian tradition. However, as further analysis of the development of WIPO's mission and strategic goals will show, 60 the changing IP infrastructure has forced WIPO into further strategic realignment in the sense of redefining its core mission and strategies for global IP governance. 51 One of the striking features of WIPO -in comparison to other UN organizations -is that it is largely self-financing. Over 90 per cent of the budgeted expenditure of 618,8 million Swiss francs for the 2010-2011 biennium, was covered by WIPO revenues. 68 For the 2012-2013 biennium, the organization projects a coverage of 93 per-cent of its budget by revenues from the fee-paid services it provides to its customers. 69 Such revenues stem primarily from WIPO global IP services, i.e. the Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT), 70 the Madrid, Hague and Lisbon systems. Further contributions stem from WIPO's arbitration and mediation services as well as contributions from its member states. In its financial activities, WIPO adheres to the principles of accountability, transparency and oversight which are guaranteed and enforced by various oversight measures. 71 As a result of their self-financing mechanisms and, thus, the relevance of quality service-provision for WIPO, the organization has increasingly displayed a service-oriented stance towards its customers -primarily private companiesand has, therefore, made a substantial contribution to the emerging public-private web of global IP governance. 61 See WIPO, Inauguration of the New WIPO Building, September 26, 2011, available at:
Institutional Structure
The institutional structure of WIPO is composed of its main governing bodies, its standing committees, its permanent committees and its working groups. Furthermore, WIPO entertains a close web of outside relations with the multilateral system which is introduced in the following section. In addition to the WIPO standing committees there are permanent committees that deal with a specific sub-theme of WIPO, such as IP and development. Examples of such permanent committees are the CDIP, the IGC, the Program and Budget Committee, the Advisory Committee on Enforcement (ACE) and permanent committees on the international classification treaties. 82 The task of the latter permanent committees is the periodical revision and update of the respective classification systems.
This internal web of governing bodies, committees and working groups is also entrusted with entertaining a close network of interrelationships with other international institutions and the multilateral system. Close relations are, for instance, entertained with the WTO. 
Trade Organization
83 which aims at establishing "a mutually supportive relationship" between the two organizations "with a view to establishing appropriate arrangements for cooperation between them." 84 More specifically, the Agreement provides for cooperation in three main fields: first, notification of, access to and translation of national IP laws; second, implementation of procedures for the protection of national emblems; 85 89 It follows that the horizontal forum-shifting of IP issues from WIPO to the WTO has not only led to increased governance competition for WIPO but also to a strong coalition between WIPO and the WTO in international IP governance. 90 The same holds true for WIPO's relations with related international organizations.
WIPO's Mission and Strategic Goals
Altogether WIPO's institutional framework aims at the attainment of WIPO's mission and strategic goals which had already been formulated at the time of WIPO's establishment. However, the transformations in the global IP landscape and its governance structure discussed above have led to increasing pressures upon WIPO for strategic realignment and policy adaptations. The following section introduces and reflects upon WIPO's mission and strategic goals in the light of the emerging public-private web of global IP governance and its expectations towards WIPO.
Core Mission
The core mission of WIPO is set out in the WIPO Convention 91 with the member states, however, determining the strategic direction and activities of WIPO in assemblies, committees and working groups on an on-going basis.
Article 3 of the WIPO Convention sets out the objectives of the organization and stresses thereby the objective of WIPO "to promote the protection of intellectual property throughout the world through cooperation among States." The tone of Article 3 of the WIPO Convention reflects the content of the Preamble of the Convention which stresses, on the one hand, the overarching objective of contributing "to better understanding and cooperation among States" and, on the other hand, the objective of encouraging creative activity and of promoting the protection of intellectual property throughout the world.
Building upon the Preamble and Article 3 of the WIPO Convention, Article 4 of the Convention entitled "Functions" sets out in even more detail the strategies to be pursued by WIPO to attain the objectives as set out in Article 3. Thus, Article 4 entrusts WIPO with the task of promoting, creating and harmonizing measures for the protection of intellectual property throughout the world through, for instance, the conclusion of international agreements. 92 It further allows WIPO to provide legal-technical assistance to its member states in the field of intellectual property 93 and to take appropriate action in the educational, informational and service-related field to facilitate the protection of IP. 94 This core mission has remained largely unchanged. It has indeed recently been reinforced in the inscription of the cupola in the new WIPO headquarters which reads: "Human genius is the source of all works of art and invention; these works are the guarantee of a life worthy of men; it is the duty of the State to ensure with diligence the protection of the arts and inventions." 95 Nevertheless, the rise of new global challenges related to IP together with the emergence of new modes, institutions and fora of IP governance have necessitated the formulation of new directions and a strategic realignment of WIPO in recent years.
WIPO Development Agenda
The growing concern of WIPO's developing member states about sufficient regard to development issues in the wake of the TRIPS Agreement, led WIPO into the incorporation of development concerns into its policies. Thus, in 2007, the WIPO General Assembly adopted the WIPO Development Agenda 96 with the initiative for the drafting of a development agenda having gone back to the governments of Brazil and Argentina in 2004. 97 The purpose of its adoption was to ensure that development considerations feature prominently in the work of WIPO. 98 The Agenda thereby recognizes the importance of policy space and flexibilities for nation states to implement IP systems that are most suited to national and regional circumstances and capacities. 99 The WIPO Development Agenda represents a set of 45 recommendations which are divided into 6 clusters. Cluster A deals with technical assistance and capacity building, Cluster B with normsetting flexibilities, public policy and public domain, Cluster C with technology transfer, information and communication technologies (ICT) and access to knowledge, Cluster D with assessment evaluation and impact studies, Cluster E with institutional matters including mandate and governance and Cluster F with other issues.
Following the adoption of the WIPO Development Agenda all of WIPO's activities are to be conducted by mainstreaming the Agenda's principles and activities into the respective activities. Such implementation is to be directed by the newly established Committee on Development and Intellectual Property (CDIP) which has been mandated to develop, monitor, assess and discuss a work-programme for the implementation of the recommendations. It is composed of all WIPO Member States and is open to the participation of observers.
To the present day, 21 dedicated projects responding to specific recommendations are under way with four having been completed. A great number of the projects have either been or are still focusing on recommendation Nr. 10 which establishes the CDIP's mandate to "develop and improve national intellectual property institutional capacity through further development of infrastructure and other facilities with a view of making national intellectual property institutions more efficient and promote fair balance between intellectual property protection and the public interest." 100 One project has, for instance, been a pilot project for the establishment of "start-up" national IP academies. 101 The WIPO Development Agenda has received rather positive assessments. While WIPO itself hails the Agenda a "milestone" 102 in its policy development, the Agenda has equally been highly recognized by academics and commentators. Yu has, for instance, seen the Agenda as representing a "New Agenda" as opposed to the "Old Agenda" of the 1960s and 1970s which had found expression in the formation of WIPO, the Stockholm Protocol, the establishment of the International Code of Conduct and the revision of the Paris Convention. 103 The new development agenda by contrast, reflected the extent to which IP issues had been transformed from narrow, technical domestic issues to ones that are multi-faceted and central to the international policy agenda. 104 Critical voices, however, pointed to the lack of resources for the provision of technical assistance in the respective IP community. 105 Nevertheless, the potential of the WIPO Development Agenda to revolutionize the international governance of intellectual property law and policy is widely recognized and extensive efforts are being undertaken to assess the success of its implementation. 
Strategic Realignment
Rather than responding to the request of developing countries for consideration of a development dimension and rather than focusing on policy development in its member states, the WIPO Strategic Realignment Programme (SRP) has responded to a rapidly changing IP environment on a larger scale. Thereby it responded, in particular, to the greater interaction between public, private and civil society sectors in global IP governance. 107 It can thus be evaluated as an attempt to establish novel participatory and dynamic legal mechanisms for the global governance of IPRs. 108 In essence, the SRP redefined WIPO's strategic-level goals. The definition of new goals was seen as rendering WIPO a "responsive, efficient organization, equipped to achieve its strategic goals and to provide global leadership on IP issues."
109 Nine strategic goals were defined ranging from a "balanced evolution of the international normative framework for IP" to the "provision of premier global IP services." 110 After the initial restructuring of its programme and resources, the SRP is focusing on 19 initiatives that implement the above-defined four core values. 112 First, in implementing service orientation, WIPO is aiming at increasing its responsiveness to global stakeholders. Second, in acting as an integrated entity, WIPO is aiming at increasing its level of efficiency and responsiveness. Third, in stressing its accountability for results, WIPO is aiming at increasing its ownership of performance. And fourth, in taking environmental, social and governance responsibility, WIPO is aiming at ethical performance and behaviour towards staff, community and environment.
The success of the implementation was measured using the SRP Results Framework 113 in December 2011 and will undergo final evaluation in December 2012. 114 Every individual initiative is measured with a set of 16 detailed outcome indicators to which 47 detailed indicators contribute. For instance, in relation to the PCT system, the customer satisfaction is evaluated by measuring the timeliness of formality examination, the timeliness for publication and the translation quality.
115 While progress has already been made in achieving the SRP strategic goals, it will remain to be seen to what extent the SRP will have been successful at the end of its implementation period in December 2012. 
WIPO's IP Policy Directions
Closely related to WIPO's strategic realignment and an integral part of the SRP are recent adaptations in WIPO's methodological and strategic choices. On the one hand, WIPO has incorporated a more economic approach into its policymaking. On the other hand, WIPO has committed itself to a new strategic framework for "the promotion of innovation and creativity for the economic, social and cultural development of all countries, through a balanced and effective international intellectual property system." 117 First, and in following the trend towards a more economic approach, WIPO has committed itself to promote a better understanding of the economic effects of different IPRs and has offered itself as an entry point for anyone seeking information on the economics of IP. 118 More specifically it installed a Chief Economist in the institution in 2009 -currently Carsten Fink -who oversees the various activities of WIPO in the area of the economics of IP. 119 One of the activities which is now entertained by the newly created division is the WIPO Seminar Series on the Economics of IP which invites state-of-the-art economists to present their latest research findings on IP economics. 120 However, reaching far beyond such informational and networking activities, WIPO has incorporated (Contd.) stakeholders, an efficient administrative and financial support structure to enable WIPO to deliver its programs", cf. 122 In consequence, WIPO is actively participating in the establishment of a close network of global IP governance that incorporates the latest methodological approaches to IP policy.
Second, and stretching far beyond a more economic approach, WIPO has defined a Medium Term Strategic Plan for WIPO which sets strategic directions from 2010 to 2015. 123 The Plan constitutes a deliberate response to the changing landscape of the knowledge and digital economy, of the geography of science and technology and of the internationalization of science and technology production. In the light of this changing landscape, the Medium Term Strategic Plan defines seven substantive goals and two enabling goals. The seven substantive goals are, first, balanced evolution of the international normative framework for IP, second, provision of premier global IP services, third, facilitating the use of IP for development, fourth, coordination and development of global IP infrastructure, fifth, world reference source for IP information and analysis, sixth, international cooperation on building respect for IP, and seventh, addressing IP in relation to global policy issues. The two enabling goals are, first, a responsive communications interface between WIPO, its member states and all stakeholders, and second, an efficient administrative and financial support structure to enable WIPO to deliver its programmes. 124 The attainment of these strategic goals will be measured by outcome indicators in what is termed WIPO's Results Based Management (RBM) Framework. 125 Thus, these overarching goals are intended to build a stable overall strategic framework for WIPO's development which relies substantially on a fruitful dialogue with WIPO's member states, stakeholders and other international organizations. Most remarkable in this regard is the ever stronger orientation of WIPO towards non-state stakeholders.
In the light of these novel policy directions, the rigor of this strategic reorientation is most striking. It resembles closely strategy formulations by private enterprises and, as such, corresponds very much so to the self-financing and service-oriented nature of WIPO. It follows that WIPO's novel policy directions testify to the changing nature of WIPO from a traditional international organization and specialized agency of the UN in the Westphalian tradition to a global governing body that efficiently and effectively merges characteristics of private and public governance.
WIPO's Core Activities
Ever since its establishment, WIPO has conducted a variety of activities ranging from norm creation and administration, the provision of global IP services to technical assistance, infrastructure support and awareness building. Thereby, the range of WIPO activities reflects a most diversified approach to global IP governance which entails most specific elements for a variety of stakeholders ranging from nation states to private stakeholders. The following section discusses a selection of WIPO core activities in the light of the emerging public-private web of global IP governance and its expectations towards WIPO.
Norm Creation and Administration
Norm creation and administration are two of the core activities of WIPO. 126 They are conducted in cooperation with its member states and in collaboration with other stakeholders and global governance institutions. 127 While WIPO's predecessor BIRPI administered only four international treaties at its time, WIPO administers 24 multilateral treaties today which are exhaustively listed in Table 1 . 128 Through these activities, WIPO plays an important governing role in identifying and regulating policy responses to global IP challenges that reach across national borders. WIPO has, thus, assumed a role as facilitator between nation states and global stakeholders in establishing the global IP law regime.
Until the 1990s, WIPO's engagement in norm creation and administration was largely confined to establishing the legal and administrative framework for the transnational protection of patents, trademarks, designs, appellations of origin and protection of state emblems. 129 It facilitated cooperation between nation states in setting up an efficient system for the international registration of IP. Thereafter, however, the nature of WIPO's norm creation and administration has changed by drawing more substantially on the involvement of non-state actors and by driving substantive global IP law standards and their enforcement in collaboration with both public and private actors.
Testifying to this development, one of the most recent milestones in WIPO's norm creation and administration is WIPO's rising role in regulating ICT and Internet policies. Until the 1990s and as a result of the minimal role IP law played in regulating the digital era until the 1990s, WIPO did not feature in norm creation and administration in the area of ICT. However, fostered by an increasingly transnational business environment and the need for global regulation, WIPO initiated -at the request of IP right-holders -the so-called "Internet Treaties" in the early 1990s. Both the WIPO Copyright Treaty (WCT) 130 Following up on these two treaties, WIPO has continuously engaged in attempts to further structure and regulate transnational ICT relations. Thus, the Standing Committee on Copyright and Related Rights has persistently been working on a Treaty on the Protection of Broadcasting Organizations. 134 With negotiations having stalled in 2007 because of differences on the treatment of webcasting, treaty negotiations were revived in 2011 with the aim of scheduling a Diplomatic Conference in 2012 for the final adoption of the treaty. 135 While the success of these initiatives is yet to be seen, WIPO's engagement clearly testifies to its continued interest in establishing itself as a major player in global ICT regulation. 138 Nevertheless, it has been pointed out that WIPO has not taken full responsibility for appropriately regulating IP issues in the construction of global Internet governance as it has only played a minor role in the UN Internet Governance Forum (IGF). 139 Therefore, it remains to be seen whether WIPO's strategic realignment will also lead to a more intense engagement in the realm of Internet governance.
Provision of Global IP Services
In response to the assumption of global responsibility in global IP law-making, WIPO is now providing a variety of global IP services for private entities. The type of such services is twofold: on the one hand, WIPO supports the international protection of patents (PCT), trademarks (Madrid system), designs (Hague system), appellations of origin (Lisbon system), protection of state emblems (Article 6ter), domain name dispute resolution (cf. ICANN) and international classification by entertaining the respective administrative services. On the other hand, WIPO provides arbitration, mediation and other alternative dispute resolution (ADR) services. As the latter IP services are growing substantially in importance and testify to a growing trend towards private dispute resolution, the following section introduces those latter services in more detail. 140 In 1994, the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Centre (the Centre) was established and has ever since been based in both Geneva and in Singapore. In the beginning, the driving force behind the creation of the In acting on these Rules and procedures, the Centre has advised numerous clients and parties and administered more than 270 mediation and arbitration cases with an ever faster growth rate in case adoption.
151 42% of the WIPO Mediation and Arbitration Cases were thereby in the realm of patent law, 23% in IT law, 12% in trademarks, 6% in copyright and 17% in other areas. Remedies varied substantially between 20,000 USD and several hundred million USD with a settlement rate of 68%.
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In the area of domain names, a total number of 22,840 cases has been filed since 1999, again with an impressive growth rate in recent years. 153 By entering the market of mediation, ADR and arbitration, WIPO has strategically positioned itself in an ever-growing commercial market of non-judicial dispute resolution. 154 This positioning of WIPO has clearly required an adaptation of WIPO to its now primarily private clients which partially explains the move towards service-orientation in WIPO's strategic realignment. Furthermore, the positioning in a market of non-coercive enforcement mechanisms flows logically from the lack of coercive enforcement mechanisms on the part of WIPO -as opposed to the possibilities of the WTO Dispute Settlement Body. 155 And finally, the positioning in the market of voluntary compliance dispute resolution flows rather logically from the nature of WIPO as governing body based on voluntary and reputation-based compliance models. 
Technical Assistance, Infrastructure Support and Awareness Building
In addition to the above-discussed core activities of norm creation and administration, on the one hand, and of provision of global IP services, on the other hand, WIPO has defined two further core areas for its activities: first, technical assistance and infrastructure support, and second, awareness building.
Rather distinct from most of the global IP services provided to private parties is the technical assistance and infrastructure support offered by WIPO. 158 As opposed to the provision of global IP services, the pledge to the construction of a global IP infrastructure is mainly directed at IP institutions and authorities and capacity building and support centres and, thus, member states and other stakeholders. WIPO has committed itself to the establishment of a sustainable infrastructure for the global protection of IPRs. More specifically, for instance, WIPO provides technical assistance to support the efficient establishment of online services in national and regional IP offices and supports the integration of regional and international networks of IP offices. These initiatives correspond to WIPO's overarching strategic goal IV, to the mandate in Article 4(v) of the WIPO Convention, 159 to the WIPO Development Agenda 160 and to the provisions of further WIPO-administered treaties, such as the PCT. 161 In so taking responsibility for the development of the global IP infrastructure, WIPO has committed itself to becoming a most relevant transnational actor in global IP governance that aims not only at services provision to private parties but also to narrowing the knowledge gap and the empowerment of developing countries. 162 Another prominent role is played by WIPO in the area of awareness building which is largely directed towards civil society. Awareness building entails elements such as building respect for IP as laid out in the Strategic Goal VI. 163 Awareness building is thereby seen as a concept related to enforcement -as a result of which it is also dealt with in the Advisory Committee on Enforcementalbeit one that is more encompassing than a narrow enforcement conception. 164 In December 2011, the Advisory Committee on Enforcement was presented with a list of recent activities in the area of building respect for IP by the secretariat. 165 Closer inspection of the list demonstrates, however, the strong focus of the initiatives on combatting counterfeiting and piracy and upholding IPRs rather than a more comprehensive and balanced approach to awareness building. 166 Yet, another and more balanced approach to awareness building is reflected in the activities of the WIPO Academy which was founded in 1998. 167 The WIPO Academy offers a wide range of learning and development opportunities in the form of distance learning, summer schools, professional trainings, executive programmes and startup academies. 168 Through its enhancement of human capital worldwide, the WIPO Academy has contributed substantially to awareness and knowledge building as well as global networking in the relevant global community.
In consequence, this brief introduction to the core activities of WIPO in the areas of technical assistance and infrastructure support, on the one hand, and awareness building, on the other hand, has shown that WIPO aims at global IP infrastructure building through interaction not only with private stakeholders but with a large variety of global actors in the IP landscape and civil society. As such, the core activities of WIPO today show a tremendous evolution from the initial rationale for the foundation of BIRPI.
6
Conclusion: WIPO in a New Pluralist IP Order
In conclusion, the above introduction of WIPO as international economic institution in the publicprivate web of global IP governance has shown the changing mission and strategic goals of the organization. It has further shown how its mission and strategic goals have changed in an ever more rapidly evolving IP landscape and have eventually translated into a large variety of activities which are directed at various IP stakeholders. The discussion has further shown how the changing mission, goals and activities are slowly transforming WIPO from a traditional international economic institution corresponding to Westphalian notions of international governance into a service-oriented governing body that combines elements of public institutions and private entities. In fact, it is in particular the evolving type of activities that WIPO conducts and its increasing role in the provision of diverse IP services for IP right holders that has led it to draw in perspectives not only from all of its member states but private actors, international organizations, interest groups and civil society. It is at this transformation that some of the criticism can be directed. The overriding importance that WIPO has given to private interests as opposed to the public interest in recent years should be closely monitored and corrected if needed. Closely related to this criticism is the unique and somewhat detached role that WIPO places within the larger UN governing framework. While profitability should certainly be retained, closer alignment with the overarching goals of the UN would be of great benefit to the global public interest. Moreover, WIPO should broaden its perspectives to a more critical stance towards IP protection. For instance, awareness building should no longer be associated or even be governed by enforcement circles. Rather it should be focused upon the larger interest in spurring and promoting creativity and innovation. Moreover, further reciprocity and mutuality with developing countries should be on WIPO's Agenda for the 21 st century. Instead of focusing primarily on the one-way provision of assistance and support for developing countries, WIPO should actively solicit views, suggestions and policies from developing countries and new global players such as China, India and Brazil.
If WIPO is to face the global IP challenges of the 21 st century, it must -as any other institution of global governance 169 -look out for novel avenues, novel partnerships and novel modes of governance for the establishment of a balanced and sustainable global IP environment. It should take up the challenge of constantly realigning itself as an international actor that contributes meaningfully to the rational, just and sustainable management of our world. Furthermore, it should take an active role in constructing a new pluralist IP order which represents the diversity of all global IP interests in an ever more fragmented international IP order.
